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The value that individuals attribute to their social 
ties with other residents can have an impact on the amount 
of crime that occurs within their own neighborhood. While 
previous criminological research has identified a negative 
relationship between the levels of social capital and 
victimization within neighborhoods, these studies often 
used different conceptualizations of social capital. This 
study seeks to extend previous research by examining the 
multiple dimensions of social capital within each classical 
approach and to assess each dimension's influence on self-
reported violent victimization and property crime 
victimization in Chicago neighborhoods using data from the 
Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods 
(PHDCN). Multivariate regression analyses measure the 
effects of these social capital dimensions individually. 
vii 
The results primarily assess which dimension (s) of social 
capital lead to significantly lower self-reported accounts 
of violent victimization and property crimes in Chicago 
Neighborhoods. Findings suggest that the dimensions of 
social cohesion and trust and informal social control are 
important indicators in predicting violent victimization 
and that Coleman's model of social capital is consistently 
related to lower violent and property crime in Chicago 
neighborhoods, when compared to the other models. 
viii 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The modern approaches of social capital have emerged 
from three theoretical conceptualizations: Bourdieu's, 
Coleman's, and most recently Putnam's. Given these 
differing approaches, does current research use the most 
accurate operationalization of social capital? Currently, 
many researchers insist on developing a clearer 
understanding of the empirical nature of social capital 
(Kubrin and Weitzer 2003; Stone 2001; Stone and Hughes 
2002). Stone (2001) provides a few positive outcomes that 
can occur when the measurement of social capital is linked 
directly to the theoretical understanding of the concept. 
First, the empirical confusion involving social capital is 
overcome, enabling the investigation of social capital as 
it relates to various outcomes. Second, researchers are 
able to identify social capital as a multidimensional 
concept that is primarily a resource action. Third, 
researchers are better able to distinguish between social 
capital and its outcomes. 
1 
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Kubrin and Weitzer (2003) also advocate for futher 
clarification of social capital. Along with linking social 
capital directly to theoretical understanding, Kubrin and 
Weitzer (2003:378) advocate the use of "more precise 
definitions, clearer distinctions, and better 
operationalization" when working with social capital. 
Moreover, researchers should attempt to develop and 
incorporate distinguishable indicators of social capital 
into their research designs. 
For this study, questions from the community survey 
data of the Project on Human Development in Chicago 
Neighborhoods (PHDCN) are used to create indices that best 
represent five dimensions of social capital: informal 
social control, social cohesion/trust, intergenerational 
closure, reciprocated exchange, and civic engagement. These 
dimensions were culled from the theoretical contributions 
of Bourdieu (1983), Coleman (1990) and Putnam (1996). This 
study examines which dimensions of social capital, within 
each of the three original conceptualizations, are the most 
parsimonious and valid predictors of aggregated self-
reported measures of crime within a neighborhood context. 
This study attempts to provide further clarification 
concerning the empirical nature of social capital by both 
linking social capital to theoretical understandings and by 
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developing/incorporating various distinguishable indicators 
of social capital into a single, quantitative, empirical 
research design. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Social capital emerged from series of ideas concerning 
various forms of capital. Developed in economic thought, 
the term capital was defined as the accumulated amount of 
money available to be invested in a venture with the hope 
of profitable returns (Paxton 1999:91). The early work of 
Karl Marx examined how capital emerges from social 
relations between the bourgeoisie and laborers in the 
processes of production and consumption (Lin 2001:4) 
Physical capital, the accumulated machinery and/or 
technology needed to increase the productivity of economic 
activities, was next developed in economic schools of 
thought. Following physical capital, other approaches to 
capital were developed in the 1960s, when social scientists 
and economists applied the concept of capital to people and 
their capacities (Field 2003:12). 
The first of these new forms, aptly named human 
capital, was developed by economists to aid in measuring 
the value of workers' skills and abilities in order to 
maximize the return of their placement into the workforce 
(Field 2003:12). Human capital emerged in sociological 
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research when James Coleman proposed his own definition. 
Coleman's definition compared individuals' acquisition of 
new skills and capabilities to the development of tools 
that aid in the production of material goods. According to 
Coleman (1988:100), human capital is formed when the 
acquired skills and capabilities of an individual 
facilitate new behaviors. 
In his research on the foundations of social order, 
French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu devised the basis for 
two forms of capital: cultural capital and social capital 
(Field 2003:13). Regardless of the form, Bourdieu stressed 
the importance of capital when observing the structure and 
function of society. Bourdieu (1983:241) maintained that 
the overall distribution of the various forms of capital 
within a given society represents the "immanent structure 
of the social world" (p. 241). This immanent structure, 
according to Bourdieu (1983:242), is the set of constraints 
that direct the overall functioning of society. These 
functions, in turn, determined the quality of returns based 
on an individual's original investment of capital. 
Classical Conceptualizations of Social Capital 
Bourdieu wanted to develop a better understanding of 
the nature of social hierarchies by observing how the forms 
of capital are dispersed within social classes (Field 
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2003:15). Hence, social capital is conceptualized by 
Bourdieu as an instrumental means of obtaining benefits 
through sociability because social networks are developed 
through investment strategies with others (Portes 1998:3). 
Bourdieu claims that the benefits of group relations are 
not consciously pursued by the individuals within group 
settings. Instead, the benefits of group relations are key 
components to the solidarity that first forms and then 
maintains the group relations (Bourdieu 1983:249). In 
summary, Bourdieu's approach to social capital and other 
forms of capital involves the efforts put forth by 
individuals to maintain or improve their position in a 
social hierarchy (Field 2003:15). Bourdieu's instrumental 
approach to the formation of social capital allowed 
researchers to examine the effects of this potential social 
resource within the social world. 
Following Bourdieu's research, Sociologist James 
Coleman (1988) put forth his own definition of social 
capital. In general, Coleman viewed social capital as a 
resource of social structures that individuals can draw 
upon to enhance their opportunities within the given social 
structure (Furstenberg and Hughes 1995:581). This social 
resource can take various forms, but all variations share 
two elements: they involve some aspect of the social 
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structure, and they facilitate the behaviors of individuals 
within the social structure (Coleman 1988:98). 
Based on Coleman's definition, the accruing capital 
creates the potential to provide benefits for either the 
individual or for the general public good. Coleman 
(1988:116) considered the public good aspect because social 
capital in certain social structures may not always 
"benefit primarily the person or persons whose efforts 
would be necessary to bring [social capital] about, but 
benefit all those who are part of such a structure". 
Coleman (1988) identifies three forms of social 
capital: the obligations, expectations, and trustworthiness 
of social structures; the information channels within 
social relations; and the norms and effective sanctions of 
society (p. 102). 
The first form of social capital depends on the amount 
of trust present within a social structure. Trust within 
social structures is formed when individuals uphold their 
reciprocal obligations. Along with trust the first form of 
social capital also depends on the amount of obligations 
held between individuals in social structures. Individuals 
with large amounts of unresolved obligations owed to them 
have more social capital at their disposal. An accumulation 
of social capital provides individuals with increased 
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access to the available resources within their social 
structure (Coleman 198 8:102-03). 
Another form of social capital involves the potential 
development of informational channels within a social 
structure. The transmission of information can promote 
social action, which is considered a component needed for 
the formation of social capital. Certain social relations 
that are maintained for other purposes can be used as a 
source to obtain information. This type of relationship is 
exemplified in the individual who is interested in current 
events but depends on his/her spouse to keep him/her up-to-
date with the news instead of obtaining the information on 
one's own (Coleman 1998:104). 
The final form of social capital emerges through norms 
and effective sanctions within social collectives. Examples 
of this form are the prescriptive norms that stress the 
interests of the collectivity instead of the norms of self-
interest. Social capital is produced by the efforts of 
social groups during the enforcement of specific social 
norms and sanctions (Coleman 1988:104). 
Coleman (1988:105) expanded social capital's influence 
by conceptualizing it as a resource embedded in social 
structures in which the "actors establish relations 
purposefully and continue them when they continue to 
provide benefits". This approach differs from Bourdieu's 
previous approach. For Coleman individuals maintain 
relationships to achieve and maintain goals that may 
produce benefits for the entire social group. Bourdieu 
views social capital as a resource within social ties that 
is only used to improve individuals' social statuses. 
Coleman's reworking of the concept of social capital 
allowed future theorists and researchers, such as Robert 
Putnam, to examine social capital's role in the importance 
benefits, and nature of civic engagement. 
Robert Putnam's social-capital research was the first 
of its kind to garner the attention of the wider public 
(Field 2003:29). Before Putnam's book, Bowling Alone, 
(2000), which represents an in-depth study of social 
capital, his research focused on the influence of civic 
engagement on generating political stability and economic 
prosperity within the regional governments of Italy. In 
conducting this research, Putnam observed that the public 
policies in the northern regions of Italy generated greate 
amounts of economic prosperity and political stability 
compared with the southern regions. The most influential 
factor that explained the differing effects of public 
policy was not the region's political parties, general 
ideology, or overall government organization (Putnam 1993b 
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12). Instead, he concluded that the differing effects came 
about due to the varying traditions of civic engagement 
between the North and South. He noted that the prosperous 
northern regions had a long tradition of cultivating mutual 
interpersonal relationships between the regional government 
and members of the general population (Field 2003:30). 
These "civic communities" value solidarity, civic 
participation, and integrity, whereas in "uncivic" 
communities the concept of citizenship rarely applies, and 
the general well-being is thought to be entirely controlled 
by public policy (Putnam 1993b:12-13). 
Putnam devised his unique definition of social capital 
to further explain the differences in civic engagement. He 
defined social capital as features within social 
organizations, such as trust, norms, and networks. These 
features enable individuals to work together in pursuing 
their shared objectives, thus building "civic engagement," 
where norms of generalized reciprocity and social trust are 
fostered. The circular nature of social capital within 
social networks facilitates further coordination and 
communication among its members (Putnam 1993a:167; 
1996:56). 
When comparing the other classical approaches of 
social capital to Putnam's, it is clear that the concept of 
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social capital has expanded from a resource cultivated 
between individuals to a resource that influences the 
general well-being of social collectivities. Whereas 
Bourdieu viewed social capital as a means of understanding 
and improving an individual's standing within the social 
hierarchy, and whereas Coleman viewed the returns as means 
to achieve specific goals or opportunities within the 
social setting, Putnam viewed the returns of social capital 
as a product and as an initiator of civic engagement that 
maintains and produces social trust and generalized 
reciprocity. 
Social Capital Research Involving PHDCN Variables 
Based on the theoretical contributions of Bourdieu, 
Coleman, and Putnam, social capital can be conceptualized 
and operationalized as a multidimensional concept including 
such concepts, as informal social control, social 
cohesion/trust, intergenerational closure, reciprocated 
exchange, and civic engagement. Current research, 
specifically research involving PHDCN data, has a tendency 
to examine only individual dimensions of social capital 
while disregarding other important factors, such as the 
civic engagement components of social capital identified 
and theorized by Putnam (for examples, see Browning and 
Cagney 2002; Browning and Cagney 2003; Browning, Feinberg, 
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and Dietz 2004; Browning, Leventhal, and Brooks-Gunn 2004; 
Cagney, Browning, and Wen 2005; Lochner, Kawachi, Brennan, 
and Buka 2003; Morenoff 2003; Oh 2003; Sampson 1997; 
Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls 1999; Sampson, Raundenbush, 
and Earls 1997) All of these studies incorporate some 
aspect of social capital in explaining social problems such 
as violent crime and teenage pregnancy at the neighborhood 
level, using variables culled from the Project on Human 
Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN). The PHDCN 
data are able to provide researchers with a range of social 
variables that cover a variety of races/ethnicities, 
socioeconomic statuses, and family structures. The social 
diversity within the population of this area was a major 
factor in Chicago being selected for the site of the PHDCN. 
The goal of the PHDCN was to gather new information 
concerning the role of the neighborhood-, family-, and 
individual-level factors in the development of both 
prosocial and antisocial behaviors. These data are 
discussed in greater detail below. 
The scope of research involving dimensions of social 
capital and the PHDCN is mainly focused on two areas: 
predicting the prevalence of violent crime/deviance and the 
prevalence of health-related issues in a neighborhood 
setting. Throughout this varied literature, researchers 
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have utilized several incomplete operationalizations of 
social capital, which the present research seeks to address 
and resolve. 
Before discussing the details of the current study, a 
brief overview of these incomplete conceptualizations of 
social capital is necessary. In a study examining the 
influences of adolescent deviance in a neighborhood 
setting, Sampson (1997) constructed an informal social 
control scale with variables from the PHDCN. Sampson 
concluded that neighborhood-level informal social control 
can be a reliable indicator in the collective regulation of 
adolescent deviance. In a follow-up study in the same year, 
Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) expanded the scope of 
Sampson's (1997) previous study. Instead of focusing solely 
on informal social control and adolescent deviance, this 
study examined the ability of collective efficacy (a 
combination of neighborhood social cohesion/trust and 
informal social control) in reducing neighborhood-level 
violence. Collective efficacy was operationalized by 
constructing two scales: an informal social-control scale 
(expanded from the previous Sampson study) and a social 
cohesion/trust scale. The results show that their measure 
of neighborhood-level collective efficacy has high between-
neighborhood reliability and that the level of collective 
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efficacy is significant, robust, and negatively related 
with various forms of neighborhood violence. 
In a later study Browning, Feinberg, and Dietz (2004) 
examined the interaction between collective efficacy and 
reciprocated exchange in the regulation of neighborhood-
level crime. The same informal social-control and social 
cohesion/trust scales from the Sampson et al. (1999) study 
were used to measure collective efficacy. Reciprocated 
exchange was measured using a similar scale from a previous 
Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls (1999) study. Browning et al. 
(2004) hypothesized that reciprocal social networks both 
promote neighborhood collective efficacy and provide a 
source of social capital for offenders. This promotion of 
social capital among offenders would reduce the regulatory 
capabilities of collective efficacy. Their results 
supported their hypothesis: the regulatory effectiveness of 
collective efficacy on preventing violent victimization is 
significantly reduced in Chicago neighborhoods that 
maintain high levels of self-reported network interaction 
and reciprocated exchange. 
Various studies (Browning and Cagney 2002; Browning 
and Cagney 2003; Cagney, Browning, and Wen 2005) examined 
the influence of various neighborhood structural 
characteristics on self-rated overall health. The influence 
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of one structural characteristic, collective efficacy, was 
examined in each study. This form of collective efficacy 
differs from the studies concerning crime and deviance 
(Sampson et al. 1997; Browning, Feinberg, Dietz 2004; 
Browning, Leventhal, and Brooks-Gunn 2004). Collective 
efficacy in these studies was based on health-related 
issues, using the same social-cohesion scale from prior 
research but implementing a new scale involving health-
related informal social control. The results show that 
neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy 
report better overall health, with some slight variations 
among the studies. Along with health-related collective 
efficacy and other structural characteristics, Browning and 
Cagney (2003) examined the influence of social organization 
on self-reported health. The social organizational 
characteristic consisted of a neighborhood-friendship-
network scale and a reciprocated-exchange scale. The 
results showed that their approach to social organization 
has no effect on self-reported health. 
In a later study Cagney et al. (2005) expanded the 
scope of the previous Browning and Cagney (2002) study. 
This study examined racial differences that emerge in the 
self-reported health of elderly individuals residing in 
Chicago neighborhoods. Examining the influence of the same 
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health-related collective efficacy as in previous studies, 
the results show that their measure of collective efficacy 
had no association with the racial differences of self-
reported health. 
Researchers use and often alter the definition of the 
social-capital dimensions in studies that examine 
neighborhood correlates of violent crime and general 
health-related issues. The various dimensions used with 
these PHDCN studies encompass various dimensions including 
collective efficacy, reciprocated exchange, and social 
support. As mentioned earlier, if researchers fail to link 
concepts with the theoretical understandings and do not 
develop or incorporate various distinguishable indicators, 
it will eventually lead to a multitude of shortcomings 
within social research. 
Dimensions of Social Capital 
As previously mentioned, this study examines five core 
dimensions of social capital: informal social control, 
social cohesion/trust, intergenerational closure, 
reciprocated exchange, and civic engagement. By thoroughly 
reviewing prior research and the original social capital 
approaches, the dimensions in this study attempt to 
categorize adequately the conceptual facets of social 
capital. These dimensions were developed and utilized to 
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examine the content validity of social capital in regard to 
the original conceptualizations offered by Bourdieu, 
Coleman, and Putnam. To properly examine content validity, 
each dimension was linked to each of these three 
theoretical approaches. This validity test further cemented 
the link between social capital and the theoretical 
understandings by examining which dimensions best represent 
social capital's ability to regulate crime in a 
neighborhood setting. 
Bourdieu's approach focused on individuals' placement 
within social hierarchies through their investment in 
social networks. According to Bourdieu (1983), members of 
social networks are expected to enforce group norms to 
facilitate the production of social capital. Informal 
social control within the social group influences to what 
extent these norms are enforced (p. 250). Although trust 
within networks is implied, the importance of trust in his 
approach is vague and open to interpretation. 
In regard to social cohesion Bourdieu (1983) stated 
that network resources linked to the level of available 
social capital are created within networks consisting of 
"durable" relationships based on mutual acquaintanceship 
and recognition (p. 248). Social cohesion cultivates the 
resources that directly affect the level of social capital 
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within social networks. Intergenerational closure, under 
his approach, is closely associated with the durable 
relationships created through mutual acquaintanceship and 
recognition. With intergenerational closure the 
relationships span across the generational age groups 
within social networks. 
For the dimension of reciprocated exchange, Bourdieu 
(1983) stated that sociability in which recognition is 
"affirmed and reaffirmed" must be present for the 
reproduction of social capital (p. 250). Bourdieu's 
approach briefly mentions civic engagement--the solidarity 
that is produced from group membership is a key element in 
the construction of social groups. 
Yet, according to Bourdieu (1983), solidarity is not 
the reason why individuals pursue social groups. Instead 
social groups, such as social clubs, are deliberately 
organized to concentrate the resulting social capital. The 
resulting social capital is influenced by a multiplier 
effect, due to the concentration of members within these 
groups (p. 249). Overall, an empirical test of social 
capital based on Bourdieu's approach should yield 
significant results for the dimensions of informal social 
control, social cohesion and trust, and intergenerational 
closure. 
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Coleman (1988) proposed that social capital can take 
on various forms and each form can aid individuals in 
achieving specific goals or opportunities within a social 
setting. The form of social capital involving norms and 
effective sanctions within social networks is influenced by 
the dimension of informal social control. Many important 
norms within a collectivity are enforced by informal social 
control. These norms and effective sanctions comprise "a 
powerful, though sometimes fragile, form of social capital" 
(p. 104). In specific, informal social control promotes the 
prescriptive norm that an individual should forgo self-
interest and act based on the interests of the collective 
social group (p.104). 
For Coleman (1988) the form of social capital 
involving the obligations, expectations, and 
trustworthiness of structures is influenced by various 
dimensions of social capital--social cohesion and trust, 
reciprocal exchange, and civic engagement. In situations 
involving reciprocated exchange, the resulting social 
capital is dependent on the trust in the social environment 
that obligations will be repaid. In networks or social 
groups characterized by strong social cohesion, individuals 
can have multiple outstanding obligations that result in 
higher levels of social capital at their disposal (p. 103). 
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Intergenerational closure promotes social trust between age 
groups and is essential in the application of social norms 
and effective sanctions. For Coleman's approach the 
dimensions of informal social control, social cohesion and 
trust, and reciprocated exchange should yield significant 
results in an empirical test of social capital. 
Putnam's inclusion of informal social control within 
social capital is similar to Coleman's approach. Putnam's 
approach to social capital involves the cultivation of 
civic engagement/social action through social networks. 
Within these networks social capital fosters many elements 
including norms of reciprocity and norms that promote 
future cooperation (Putnam 1993a). According to Putnam 
(1993a; 1993b; 1996; 2000), informal social control within 
collectives ensures the enforcement of norms that promote 
civic engagement. This resulting civic engagement is 
considered a product of the social capital within social 
groups. 
In his approach social cohesion and trust, 
reciprocated exchange, and civic engagement are 
interrelated with the formation of social capital. As 
previously mentioned, Putnam's conceptualization of social 
capital is focused on the capabilities of civic engagement 
in promoting social capital (1993a; 1993b; 1996; 2000). 
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Civic engagement within social networks and social groups 
facilitates social cohesion between individual members. As 
a result of this social cohesion, lines of communication 
are opened and social trust is promoted between individuals 
(Putnam 1996:13). This social trust, accrued through civic 
engagement, allows for individuals to receive the benefits 
of reciprocated exchange. 
Similar to Coleman's approach, the dimension of 
intergenerational closure promotes social trust within 
networks and groups and enforces informal social norms, 
such as the norms of reciprocity within Putnam's approach. 
Overall for Coleman's approach, informal social control, 
social cohesion and trust, reciprocated exchange, and civic 
engagement would be the significant dimensions in an 
empirical test of social capital. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The previous section explained the process of thought 
in which the concept of social capital emerged and the 
expansion of the concept based on the work of Bourdieu, 
Coleman, and Putnam. Also, the social-capital dimensions 
were linked to each unique approach. Table 1 presents the 
theoretical specification of the five dimensions within 
each social capital model and the expected influence of the 
dimensions on predicting victimization. 
This research evaluates these five dimensions of 
social capital and how they relate to the work of Bourdieu, 
Coleman, and Putnam, using data from the Project on Human 
Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN). The data were 
obtained from the Interuniversity Consortium for Political 
and Social Research (ICPSR), Study Number 2766. This 
multidisciplinary project examined families and 
neighborhoods within Chicago, Illinois that are composed of 
a variety of races/ethnicities, socioeconomic statuses, and 
family structures. 
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Table 1. Theoretical Specification for Each Social-Capital 
Model and Expected Influence on Predicting 
Victimization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital 
Bourdieu's Model 
Theoretical 
Specification 
Expected Results 
Informal Social 
Control 
Core Yes 
Social Cohesion 
and Trust 
Core Yes 
Intergenerational Peripheral 
Closure 
Peripheral 
Civic Engagement Peripheral 
Reciprocated 
Exchange 
Dimension of 
Social Capital 
Yes 
No 
No 
Coleman's Model 
Theoretical 
Specification 
Expected Results 
Informal Social 
Control 
Core Yes 
Social Cohesion 
and Trust 
Intergenerational 
Closure 
Core 
Peripheral 
Yes 
Yes 
Reciprocated 
Exchange 
Core Yes 
Civic Engagement Peripheral No 
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Table 1. (cont.) Theoretical Specification for Each 
Social-Capital Model and Expected 
Influence on Predicting Victimization 
Putnam's Model 
Dimension of Theoretical Expected Results 
Social Capital Specification 
Informal Social Core Yes 
Control 
Social Cohesion Core Yes 
And Trust 
Intergenerational Peripheral Yes 
Closure 
Reciprocated Core Yes 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement Core Yes 
PHDCN Community Survey 
The PHDCN was conducted in two parts, with a 
comprehensive community design and a longitudinal cohort 
study. This research employed the PHDCN Community Survey, 
which was conducted in 1994-1995. To properly examine the 
structural and cultural organization of the Chicago 
neighborhoods, subjects were selected from a multistage 
probability sample that represented each neighborhood's 
diverse nature. Chicago's 847 populated census tracts were 
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combined into 343 neighborhood clusters (NCs). The NCs were 
created in order to provide ecologically meaningful units 
that consisted of geographically contiguous census tracts 
that shared a similar social environment based on various 
census indicators (Sampson et al. 1997). From the 343 NCs a 
sample of 8,872 Chicago residents participated in the PHDCN 
community survey. 
Through the PHDCH Community Survey, personal 
demographic information and neighborhood opinions were 
collected. The goal of the community survey was to create a 
multidimensional assessment of the structural conditions 
and organizations within Chicago neighborhoods. The 
neighborhood questions asked respondents to provide 
information concerning a variety of components within their 
respective neighborhoods. For the purposes of this study, 
questions pertaining to the degree of available social 
support, social cohesion, civic engagement, social order, 
the respondent's normative beliefs, and self-reported 
victimization were employed. 
Independent Variables: Social Capital 
The individual-level community survey data file with 
the 8,872 respondents was used to construct the five 
dimensions of social capital under the three theoretical 
perspectives. Specific survey questions were selected from 
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the PHDCN community survey based on in-depth reviews of the 
previous social capital literature. Applying the questions 
to each unique, theoretical approach was an inductive 
process that allowed the researcher to place survey 
questions into categories that best represented each 
theorist's approach. Table 2 presents the community survey 
questions used for the five dimensions under the three 
major social-capital perspectives. The specific community 
survey questions are outlined in Appendix A. As noted in 
Table 2, for each dimension of social capital within the 
theoretical approach it was necessary to combine the survey 
items into additive indices. These indices were used to 
develop a measure that is theoretically consistent with 
each of the perspectives discussed above. 
Due to the simplistic nature of Bourdieu's early 
approach to social capital, each dimension of social 
capital is represented with a single community survey item 
(except for social cohesion and trust). The dimension of 
informal social control was represented by an item that 
concerned the neighborhood's ability to join together for a 
common cause. Social cohesion and trust was represented by 
a pair of items that concerned the general, inter-
neighborhood cohesion. Intergenerational closure was 
represented by an item that explores the social ties 
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between adults and neighborhood children. Civic engagement 
was represented by an item that examined the total number 
of friendship ties within the neighborhood. 
The similarities between the dimension indices for 
Coleman's and Putnam's approach are due to shared 
conceptualization each has with informal social control and 
intergenerational closure. Other dimensions, social 
cohesion and trust, and reciprocated exchange, have minor 
differences in the indices. Major differences in the 
indices appear for the dimension of civic engagement. 
As mentioned before, Coleman and Putnam use similar 
conceptualization for informal social control, and, 
therefore, similar items are used in their indices in this 
study. The index in this study examined neighbors' ability 
to join together and address various problems within their 
neighborhood (delinquent youth, violence, lack of funding 
for neighborhood programs). 
The social cohesion and trust index examines elements 
of cohesion within the neighborhood (close-knit ties, 
helping neighbors) and general trust. Putnam's social 
cohesion and trust index contains an extra item that asked 
if the neighborhood maintained a community newsletter or 
bulletin. This item was added to this index because of the 
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importance Putnam placed on the facilitation of civic 
engagement through community-binding activities. 
Table 2. PHDCN Community Survey Items by Social-Capital 
Dimension and Conceptualization 
Social Capital Conceptualization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
Informal Social Q12F 
Control 
Social Cohesion 
and Trust 
Intergenerational Q11D 
Closure 
Reciprocated Q18 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement Q17B 
Q12A, Q12B, Q12A, Q12B, 
Q12C, Q12E, Q12C, Q12E, 
Q12F Q12F 
Q11B, QUE, QHB, QUE, 
Q11M, QHT, QHM, Q11T, 
Q35 Q35, Q48 
Q11G, Q11N, Q11G, Q11N, 
Q11P Q11P 
QUI, QHL, QUI, QHL, 
Q12D, Q18, Q18, Q19, 
Q19, Q20 Q20, Q21, 
Q22 
Q13A, Q13B, Q13A, Q13B, 
Q13C, Q13E, Q13C, Q13E, 
Q23, Q24, Q23, Q2 4, 
Q25, Q26, Q25, Q26, 
<227, Q28 Q27, Q28 
Q49, Q52, 
Q56A, Q56B 
Q56C 
The intergenerational-closure index examines the 
relationship between parents and children within the 
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neighborhood (adults monitoring children's safety, adult's 
knowing neighborhood children). 
The index for reciprocated exchange examines the 
willingness of neighbors to engage in various helpful 
activities (watch house while not home, provide favors or 
advice). Coleman's index for this dimension had an extra 
item that concerns the willingness of the neighborhood to 
loan money to a neighbor that is trying to start a 
business. This item was included based on the emphasis 
Coleman placed on returns of social capital in achieving 
goals within a social setting. Putnam's index had 
additional questions that considered the prevalence of 
parties and get-togethers within the neighborhood. These 
were included based on Putnam's emphasis on the importance 
of specific situations that cultivate civic engagement. 
For civic engagement the index explores two aspects of 
civic involvement--willingness to discuss neighborhood 
problems with others and willingness to participate in 
various community activities. Putnam's civic engagement 
index examines two more aspects of civic involvement--the 
amount of inter- and intra-neighborhood friendship ties and 
the availability of neighborhood programs for both adults 
and children. 
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Cronbach's Alpha was used to assess the reliability 
before the questions outlined in Table 2 were combined into 
indexes. In order to construct desirable indexes, an Alpha 
value above .700 had to be achieved. However the questions 
were still used if the Alpha was slightly below .700, but 
this inclusion was done only when the index appeared to 
have significant face validity and after careful 
consideration of the variables included in the index. After 
assessing the reliability and internal consistency, the 
survey items were combined into an additive index. Table 3 
presents the Alpha value for each index. 
After the indexes were created, the mean of the 
individual-level responses within each neighborhood cluster 
was used to construct the community-level data. Individual-
level responses to questions measuring the characteristics 
of their neighborhood were used to generate the aggregate-
level data for each of the 343 neighborhood clusters. The 
data manipulation resulted in five variables measuring the 
neighborhood's level of social capital for each of the 
three major theorists. 
Dependent Variables: Self-Reported Victimization 
Individual-level community survey items from the PHDCN 
were used to create measures of self-reported crime in the 
343 neighborhood clusters. 
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Table 3. Alpha Values for each Social-Capital Dimension 
Social Capital Conceptualization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
Informal Social 1 0.845 0.845 
Control 
Social Cohesion 0.692 0.862 0.863 
and Trust 
Intergenerational 1 0.728 0.728 
Closure 
Reciprocated 1 0.689 0.717 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement 1 0.717 0.715 
1
 Consisted of one survey item 
Each measure of self-reported victimization was the result 
of taking the aggregated mean of responses to victimization 
questions across the neighborhood clusters. For the 
victimization questions, the respondents were asked if they 
or anyone in the respondents' households were victims of 
violent or property crimes. The resulting measures of self-
reported victimization encompass four aspects of crime 
within the neighborhood clusters: violent crime, burglary, 
larceny, and property damage. 
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Hypotheses 
Based on previous research, the following hypotheses 
were tested: 
Hi: Neighborhood clusters with more social capital, 
as predicted by the additive indices, will have 
fewer occurrences of self-reported violent 
victimization, compared to neighborhood clusters 
with less social capital. 
H2: Neighborhood clusters with more social capital, 
as predicted by the additive indices, will have 
fewer occurrences of self-reported burglaries, 
compared to neighborhood clusters with less 
social capital. 
H3: Neighborhood clusters with more social capital, 
as predicted by the additive indices, will have 
fewer occurrences of self-reported larcenies, 
compared to neighborhood clusters with less 
social capital. 
H4: Neighborhood clusters with more social capital, 
as predicted by the additive indices, will have 
fewer occurrences of self-reported property 
damage, compared to neighborhood clusters with 
less social capital. 
Given the nature of previous social capital research, 
it should be expected that the most current social capital 
conceptualization, Putnam's, will have the best fit in 
predicting self-reported accounts of violent victimization 
and property crimes. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS 
Multivariate ordinary least-squares regression was 
employed to assess the effects of the five social-capital 
dimensions on aggregated self-reported measures of violent 
victimization, burglary, larceny, and property damage. 
Separate models were constructed for each of the three 
major theoretical perspectives discussed in Chapter II. 
These models are presented for each of the four types of 
victimization. Table 4 displays the effects of the five 
social-capital dimensions within each perspective on self-
reported violent victimization. For the three theoretical 
perspectives under evaluation, informal social control had 
a significant effect on violent victimization within each 
perspective. Coleman's informal social control held the 
strongest association (P = - 0 . 3 9 3 , p < . 0 0 1 ) . Putnam's 
informal social control held an association that was 
slightly weaker (P = - 0 . 3 8 9 , p < . 0 0 1 ) , and the association 
with Bourdieu's informal social control was the weakest (P = 
- 0 . 2 2 1 , p < . 0 0 1 ) . Also in Table 4 intergenerational 
closure had a significant negative effect on violent 
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victimization for each perspective. Putnam's ([3 = - 0 . 2 2 8 , p 
< . 0 1 ) and Coleman's (P = - 0 . 2 2 7 , p < . 0 5 ) intergenerational 
closure held very similar associations, while Bourdieu's 
intergenerational closure held the weakest association with 
violent victimization (p = - 0 . 1 4 1 , p < . 0 5 ) . 
Table 4. Violent Victimization Regression by Social-Capital Dimension and 
Conceptuali zation 
Dimension of 
Social Capital 
Social-Capital Conceptualization 
Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
b s. e. ) Beta b s . e. ) Beta b (s.e.) Beta 
Informal Social -0 045 -0.221*** -0 016 -0.393*** -0 015 -0.389*** 
Control (0 013) ( 0 003) (0 003) 
Social Cohesion -0 004 -0.027 o 006 0.107 0 006 0.115 
and Trust (0 010) ( o 005) (0 005) 
Intergenerational -0 032 -0.141* -0 021 -0.227* -0 021 -0.228* 
Closure (0 015) (0 008 ) (0 .008) 
Reciprocated -0 005 -0.013 0 006 0.109 0 007 0.159* 
Exchange (0 023) (0 004 ) (0 .003) 
Civic Engagement -0 003 -0.015 0 013 0. 098 -0 001 -0.021 
(0 012) (0 008) (0 002) 
Constant 1 480 1 275 1 388 
(0 076) (0 083) (0 060) 
R-Square 0. 113 0. 175 0.167 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01 + + + < 0. 001 
Across each perspective, the three remaining 
dimensions of social capital were not significantly 
associated with violent victimization in these 343 
neighborhood clusters of Chicago. In terms of the total 
model fit, the R-squares suggest that Coleman's approach 
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explained the largest amount of the variance in self-
reported violent victimization (R2 = 0.175). Putnam's 
approach explained slightly less of the variance in violent 
victimization (R2 = 0.167), and Bourdieu's approach 
explained the least amount (R2 = 0.113). 
Regression results for the five social capital 
dimensions and aggregated self-reported burglaries within 
the 343 neighborhood clusters (see Table 5) show that 
across each approach, informal social control has a 
significant negative effect. 
Table 5. Burglary Regression by Social-Capital Dimension and Conceptualization 
Social-Capital Conceptualization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
b (s.e.) Beta b (s.e. ) Beta b (s.e. ) Beta 
Informal Social -0 056 -0.259*** -0 013 -0.307*** -0 013 -0.311*** 
Control (0 014 ) (0 .003) (0 003) 
Social Cohesion -0 003 -0.021 0 010 0.179 0 012 0.220* 
and Trust (0 011) (0 .006) (0 005) 
Intergenerational 0 .019 0. 078 -0 009 -0.094 -0 009 -0.097 
Closure (0 016) (0 009) (0 009) 
Reciprocated 0 055 0.128* -0 001 -0.023 0 002 0. 054 
Exchange (0 024 ) (0 005) (0 004 ) 
Civic Engagement -0 002 -0.00 9 0 035 0.257*** 0 001 0.047 
(0 013) (0 008) (0 002) 
Constant 1 156 0 904 1 169 
(0 081) (0 090) (0 067 ) 
R-Square 0. 064 0, 111 0. 060 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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Putnam's informal social control had the strongest 
association with aggregated self-reported burglaries ((3 = -
0.311, p < .001). The association of Coleman's informal 
social control was slightly weaker (P = -0.307, p < .001), 
and Bourdieu's informal social control had the weakest 
association (P = -0.259; p < .001). The association between 
informal social control with both violent victimization and 
burglary is supported by previous research that examined 
the influence of collective efficacy (informal social 
control and mutual support/trust) on various neighborhood 
variables collected from the PHDCN and discussed in the 
literature review. 
The four remaining dimensions of social capital were 
not significantly negatively associated with aggregated 
self-reported burglaries in the 343 neighborhood clusters. 
In examining the total model fit, the R-squares suggest 
that once again Coleman's approach explains the largest 
amount of the variance in aggregated self-reported 
burglaries (R2 = 0.111). When compared to Coleman's 
approach, Bourdieu's (R2 = 0.064) and Putnam's approach (R2 = 
0.060) explain almost half as much of the variance within 
aggregated self-reported burglaries. 
A single significant negative association occurs when 
examining the regression results for the five social 
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capital dimensions and aggregated self-reported larcenies 
within the 343 neighborhood clusters (see Table 6). 
Bourdieu's conceptualization of intergenerational closure 
had a significant effect ((3 = -0.136; p < .05), but this 
dimension was not significant in the Coleman and Putnam 
models. 
Table 6. Larceny Regression by Social-Capital Dimension and Conceptualization 
Social-Capital Conceptualization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
b (s.e.) Beta b (s.e.) Beta b (s.e.) Beta 
Informal Social -0 019 0.057 -0 006 -0.096 -0 004 -0.066 
Control (0 021) ( 0 005) (0 005) 
Social Cohesion 0 025 0.117 0 000 -0.003 0 004 0. 046 
and Trust (0 017 ) ( 0 008) (0 008) 
Intergenerational -0 050 -0.136* -0 004 -0.026 -0 003 -0.019 
Closure (0 .025) ( o 013) (0 014 ) 
Reciprocated 0 123 0.189*** 0 009 0.108 0 012 0.174* 
Exchange (0 037 ) (0 007 ) (0 005) 
Civic Engagement 0 000 0.001 0 079 0.383*** 0 004 0. 083 
(0 019) ( 0 012) (0 003) 
Constant 0 856 0 350 0 978 
(0 123) ( 0 133) (0 102) 
R-Square 0.064 0.161 0. 042 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001 
As with violent victimization and burglary, the R-
squares suggest that Coleman's approach explains the 
largest proportion of variance in aggregated self-reported 
larcenies (R2 = 0.161). Bourdieu's approach explains 
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slightly less (R2 = 0.064), and Putnam's approach explains 
the least of the variance in the model (R2 = 0.042). 
Regression results for the social capital dimensions and 
aggregated self-reported property damage within the 343 
neighborhood clusters (see Table 7) yielded two significant 
negative associations. Bourdieu's conceptualization of 
intergenerational closure had a significant effect ((3 = -
0.153; p < .05) as well as did Coleman's measure of 
reciprocated exchange. 
Table 7. Property Damage Regression by Social-Capital Dimension and Conceptualization 
Social-Capital Conceptualization 
Dimension of 
Social Capital Bourdieu Coleman Putnam 
b (s.e. ) Beta b s.e. ) Beta b (s.e. ) Beta 
Informal Social -0 066 0.215*** 0 006 0.098 0 .004 -0 062 
Control (0 .020) (0 005) (0 005) 
Social Cohesion -0 026 -0.131 -0 001 -0.008 0 005 0 061 
and Trust (0 015) 008 ) ! 0 008) 
Intergenerational -0 052 -0.153* -0 009 -0.066 -0 014 -0 098 
Closure ( 0 023) ( 0 013 ) (0 .013) 
Reciprocated 0 097 0.159** -0 016 -0.195* -0 005 0 075 
Exchange (0 034 ) (0 007 ) (0 005) 
Civic Engagement 0 032 0.116 0 066 0.340*** 0 007 0 162** 
(0 018 ) (0 012) (0 002) 
Constant 0 998 0 797 1 210 
(0 114 ) ( 0 129) (0 096) 
R-Square 0. 090 0. 094 0. 029 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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As with all the other measurements of crime within the 
343 neighborhood clusters, the R-squares suggest that 
Coleman's approach explains the largest proportion of 
variance in aggregated self-reported property damage (R2 = 
0.094). Although with property damage, Bourdieu's approach 
is only sli ghtly less (R2 = 0 .090). Putnam's approach 
explains the least amount of variance in the model (R2 = 
0.029). 
Counterintuitive to previous research, the regression 
results for the various aggregated self-reported measures 
of crime in the 343 neighborhoods and social-capital 
dimensions displayed multiple positive associations. The 
dimensions of social capital that have positive 
associations with crime variables also yield a positive bi-
variate correlation with the same crime variables (see 
Appendix C). The positive associations mainly involve 
property crimes (burglary, larceny, and property damage) 
and the dimensions of reciprocated exchange and civic 
engagement. Given the specific nature of the relationship 
between the social capital and property crime within the 
neighborhood clusters, the dimensions of reciprocated 
exchange and civic engagement can be considered as having 
some positive effect on property-crime rates within the 
neighborhood clusters. 
41 
The majority of positive associations within the 
dimensions of social capital involve property crimes, 
except for one association with violent victimization (see 
Table 4): Putnam's reciprocated exchange ((3 = 0.159; p < 
.05). Burglary results (see Table 5) had three 
associations: Bourdieu's reciprocated exchange (|3 = 0.128; p 
< .05), Coleman's civic engagement ( P = 0.257; p < .001), 
and Putnam's social cohesion and trust ( P = 0.220; p < .05). 
Larceny results (see Table 6) also had three associations: 
Bourdieu's reciprocated exchange ( P = 0.189; p < .001), 
Coleman's civic engagement ( P = 0.383; p < .001), and 
Putnam's reciprocated exchange ( P = 0.174; p < .05). 
Property damage results (see Table 7) had four 
associations: Bourdieu's informal social control ( P = 0.215; 
p < .001) and reciprocated exchange ( P = 0.159; p < .01), 
Coleman's civic engagement ( P = 0.340; p < .001), and 
Putnam's civic engagement ( P = 0.162; p < .01). 
These positive associations are divided equally 
between the two previously mentioned social-capital 
dimensions, with reciprocated exchange and civic engagement 
each having four associations. For reciprocated exchange 
three of the associations are attributed to Bourdieu's 
conceptualization, and one is attributed Putnam's 
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conceptualization. For civic engagement Coleman's 
conceptualization has three of the associations, while 
Putnam's conceptualization has the remaining association. 
The meaning of these findings is discussed in greater 
detail in the next chapter. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
Dimensions of informal social control and 
intergenerational closure within each approach are shown to 
be important indicators in predicting violent 
victimization. The results show that higher levels of 
informal social control and intergenerational closure are 
associated with lower levels of self-reported violent 
victimization net of other influences. Along with violent 
victimization high levels of informal social control across 
each perspective are associated with low levels of self-
reported burglaries in the Chicago neighborhoods also net 
of other social-capital dimensions. These findings concur 
with the results of previous research involving the 
influence of informal social control in preventing various 
forms of crime and delinquency in a neighborhood setting 
(Sampson 1997, Sampson et al. 1999). Across each approach 
no other dimension displayed this type of association with 
property crimes, such as larceny and property damage. 
Overall, in regard to each dimension of social capital, 
informal social control is consistently associated with 
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lower levels of violent victimization and specific forms of 
property crime. Although the remaining dimensions are not 
associated with reduced violent and/or property crimes, the 
results may reflect the nature of the crimes within Chicago 
neighborhoods not the individual social-capital dimensions. 
As mentioned in the Analysis section, informal social 
control and intergenerational closure both share the same 
conceptualization within the Coleman and Putnam models. 
Because these conceptualizations originated in Coleman's 
approach the resulting associations will be attributed to 
Coleman. Within Coleman's approach high levels of informal 
social control and intergenerational closure were 
associated with lower occurrences of violent victimization 
in Chicago neighborhoods. For property crimes higher levels 
of Coleman's informal social control were related to lower 
levels of self-reported burglary and high-levels of 
Coleman's reciprocated exchange were related to lower 
levels of self-reported property damage. And, as the 
results showed, the model reflecting Coleman's theory 
consistently explained a larger amount of the variance in 
the levels of violent and property crime victimization 
across Chicago's 343 neighborhood clusters. 
Much of current social capital research involving 
neighborhood-level crime examines dimensions of social 
45 
capital mainly attributed to Putnam's approach. Although 
both approaches are based on similar social-capital 
dimensions, the findings show that Coleman's approach to 
social capital is consistently related to lower violent and 
property crime in Chicago neighborhoods. The association 
between the Coleman model and lower levels of violent and 
property crimes could be due to the theoretical 
implications of Coleman's approach. His approach is 
centered on the influence individuals pursuits have on 
their own opportunities and those of the entire social 
structure. This approach involves individuals maintaining 
social ties in order to achieve personal or collective 
goals, whereas Putnam's model focuses on the involvement in 
and availability of social institutions that cultivate 
civic engagement. This observed relationship could also be 
influenced by the aggregation of the individual-level 
responses to the neighborhood-level. The data manipulation 
may represent the strength for Coleman's model over 
Putnam's. If instead, this study examined just social 
organizations within Chicago neighborhoods, the results 
might display a stronger relationship between Putnam's 
model and victimization. 
The positive associations discussed above initially 
appear counterintuitive when compared to previous research. 
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Yet, various studies have examined the relationship between 
high levels of social interaction and neighborhood-level 
crime. In their examination of high-crime neighborhoods, 
Browning and colleagues (2004) discovered that regulatory 
effects of collective efficacy on violence were 
significantly reduced within neighborhoods reporting high 
levels of social interaction and reciprocated exchange. 
Although the results displayed no association between civic 
engagement and reciprocated exchange with violent 
victimization, they did show that high levels of civic 
engagement and reciprocated exchange, net of other 
influences, were associated with high levels of self-
reported property crimes. 
Bourdieu's approach to reciprocated exchange produces 
the majority of positive associations for that specific 
dimension. These associations could be due to the broad 
conceptualization of reciprocated exchange within 
Bourdieu's approach. For civic engagement the majority of 
positive associations involved Coleman's approach to civic 
engagement. The basis for Coleman's civic engagement 
concerned the obligations and the expectation of repayment 
in social networks. In certain contexts--monetary 
repayment, the repayment of favors, gang acceptance—the 
social pressure to repay such obligations within social 
networks could result in criminal behavior. Table 8 
presents the theoretical specification of the five 
dimensions within each social capital model with both the 
expected and actual influence, as presented in the results 
of the dimensions on predicting victimization. 
Given the nature of this study, a limitation was the 
use of an existing data source. The dataset fit the 
necessary requirements of the research design, but in orde 
to better represent the dimensions of social capital and 
victimization, a unique survey instrument would be 
necessary. Also the scope of the study was limited only to 
Chicago neighborhoods. 
Instead of victimization, future research could 
examine the influence of the social-capital dimensions on 
homicide rates within neighborhoods. As previously 
mentioned, future research of this nature would greatly 
benefit from the use of a unique survey that would examine 
more specifically, each social-capital dimension within 
each approach. Finally, future research could broaden the 
scope of the study and examine the influence of social 
capital within neighborhoods spanning multiple cities. 
This research project takes a small step in the 
process of clarifying the muddied operationalizations 
within social capital research. 
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Table 8. Theoretical Specification for each Social-Capital Model and 
Comparison of Expected and Actual Influence on 
Predicting Victimization 
Bourdieu's Model 
Dimension of Theoretical Expected Support Actual Support 
Social Capital Specification within Results within Results 
Informal Social Core Yes Yes 
Control 
Social Cohesion Core Yes No 
and Trust 
Intergenerational Peripheral Yes Yes 
Closure 
Reciprocated Peripheral No Yes 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement Peripheral No No 
Coleman's Model 
Dimension of Theoretical Expected Support Actual Support 
Social Capital Specification within Results within Results 
Informal Social Core Yes Yes 
Control 
Social Cohesion Core Yes No 
and Trust 
Intergenerational Peripheral Yes Yes 
Closure 
Reciprocated Core Yes Yes 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement Peripheral No Yes 
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Table 8. (cont.) Theoretical Specification for each Social—Capital 
Model and Comparison of Expected and Actual 
Influence on Predicting Victimization. 
Putnam's Model 
Dimension of Theoretical Expected Support Actual Support 
Social Capital Specification within Results within Results 
Informal Social Core Yes Yes 
Control 
Social Cohesion Core Yes Yes 
and Trust 
Intergenerational Peripheral Yes Yes 
Closure 
Reciprocated Core Yes Yes 
Exchange 
Civic Engagement Core Yes Y"es 
By linking unique dimensions of social capital to 
underlying theories, this project provides further 
clarification of the empirical nature of social capital by 
developing distinguishable indicators within each 
theoretical approach. This project also presents further 
data that support the relationship between crime and 
neighborhoods with high amounts of social involvement. 
APPENDIX A 
PHDCN COMMUNITY SURVEY ITEMS 
QUA: If there is a problem around here, the neighbors 
get together to deal with it. 
Q1IB: This is a close-knit neighborhood. 
Q11D: There are adults in this neighborhood that 
children can look up to. 
QUE: People around here are willing to help their 
neighbors. 
Q11F: People in this neighborhood generally don't get 
along with each other. 
QI1G: You can count on adults in this neighborhood to 
watch out that children are safe and don't get 
into trouble. 
QUI: When I am away from home, I know that my 
neighbors will keep their eyes open for possible 
trouble to my place. 
Q11K: People in this neighborhood do not share the same 
values. 
Q11L: If I were sick I could count on my neighbors to 
shop for groceries for me. 
QI1M: People m this neighborhood can be trusted. 
Q11N: Parents in this neighborhood know their 
children's friends. 
Q11P: Adults in this neighborhood know who the local 
children are. 
Q11T: Parents in this neighborhood generally know each 
other. 
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Q12A: If a group of neighborhood children were skipping 
school and hanging out on a street corner, how 
likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something about it? 
Q12B: If some children were spray-painting graffiti on 
a local building, how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something about it? 
Q12C: If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, 
how likely is it that people in your neighborhood 
would scold that child? 
Q12D: If a well known neighbor was short of cash to 
start a business in the area, how likely is it 
that he or she would be able to borrow money from 
people in this neighborhood? 
Q12E: If there was a fight in front of your house and 
someone was being beaten up or threatened, how 
likely is it that your neighbors would break it 
up? 
Q12F: Suppose that because of budget cuts the fire 
station closest to your home was going to be 
closed down by the city. How likely is it that 
the neighborhood residents would organize to try 
to do something to keep the fire station open? 
Q13A: Have you (or any member of your household) spoken 
with a local politician like your Ward committee 
person or an elected local official like your 
alderperson about a neighborhood problem? 
Q13B: Have you (or any member of your household) talked 
to a person or group causing a problem in the 
neighborhood? 
Q13C: Have you (or any member of your household) 
attended a meeting of a block or neighborhood 
group about a neighborhood problem or 
neighborhood improvement? 
Q13D: Have you (or any member of your household) talked 
to a local religious leader or minister to help 
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with a neighborhood problem or with neighborhood 
improvement ? 
Q13E: Have you (or any member of your household) talked 
to a local religious leader or minister to help 
with a neighborhood problem or to organize 
neighborhood improvement? 
Q17A: How many of your relatives or in-laws live in 
your neighborhood? 
Q17B: How many friends do you have in your 
neighborhood? 
Q17C: How many friends do you have who live outside of 
your neighborhood? 
Q18: About how often do you and people in your 
neighborhood do favors for each other? 
Q19: When a neighbor is not at home, how often do you 
and other neighbors watch over their property? 
Q20: How often do you and other people in the 
neighborhood ask each other advice about personal 
things such as child rearing or job openings. 
Q21: How often do you and people in this neighborhood 
have parties or other get-togethers where other 
people in the neighborhood are invited? 
Q22: How often do you and other people in this 
neighborhood visit in each other's homes or on 
the street? 
Q23: Do you (or other household members) belong to a 
church, synagogue, or any other religious 
organization? 
Q24: Do you (or other household members) belong to any 
kind of neighborhood watch program? 
Q24B: Are group meetings (neighborhood watch program) 
held in the neighborhood? 
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Q25: Do you (or other household members) belong to a 
block group, tenant association, or community 
council? 
Q25B: Are group meetings (block groups, tenant 
association, or community council) held in the 
neighborhood? 
Q26: Do you (or other household members) belong to a 
business or civic group such as Masons, Elks, or 
Rotary Club? 
Q26B: Are group meetings (business or civic groups) 
held in the neighborhood? 
Q27: Do you (or other household members) belong to an 
ethnic or nationality club in the neighborhood? 
Q27B: Are group meetings (ethnic or nationality clubs) 
held in the neighborhood? 
Q28: Do you (or other household members) belong to a 
neighborhood Ward Group, or other local political 
organization? 
Q31: While you have lived in this neighborhood, has 
anyone ever used violence, such as in a mugging, 
fight, or sexual assault, against you or any 
member of your household anywhere in your 
neighborhood? 
Q32: While you lived in this neighborhood, has your 
home ever been broken into? 
Q33: While you have lived in this neighborhood, have 
you or another member of your household had 
anything stolen from your yard, porch, garage, or 
elsewhere outside your home (but on your 
property)? 
Q34: While you have lived in this neighborhood, have 
you or another member of your household had 
property damaged, including damage to vehicles 
parked in the street, to the outside of your 
home, or to other personal property? 
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Q35: About how many families in this neighborhood know 
each other? 
Q48: Does the neighborhood have a community newspaper, 
newsletter, or bulletin? 
Q4 9: Does the neighborhood have a crime prevention 
program or a neighborhood watch? 
Q51: Is there a family health service in this 
neighborhood? 
Q52: Does the neighborhood have a block group, tenant 
association or any other group dealing with local 
issues? 
Q53: Is there an alcohol or drug treatment program in 
the neighborhood? 
Q54: Is there family planning clinic in the 
neighborhood? 
Q55: Is there a mental health center in the 
neighborhood? 
Q56A: Is there a youth center for children or 
adolescents in your neighborhood? 
Q56B: Are recreation programs, other than those offered 
in school, offered in your neighborhood? 
Q56C: Do the neighborhood schools offer after-school 
programs—academic and/or recreational? 
Q56D: Are mentoring or counseling services offered, 
like a Big Brothers or Big Sisters program? 
Q56E: Are mental health services offered for children 
and adolescents in your neighborhood? 
Q56F: Are there any crisis intervention services 
offered to children and adolescents in your 
neighborhood? 
APPENDIX B 
SOCIAL CAPITAL DIMESIONS EXAMINED IN PREVIOUS RESEARCH WITH 
PHDCN COMMUNITY SURVEY ITEMS 
"Collective Regulation of Adolescent Misbehavior" (Sampson 
1997) 
Informal Social Control Scale (Child Centered) 
Q12A 
Q12B 
Q12C 
"Neighborhoods and Violent Crime" (Sampson et al. 1997) 
Collective Efficacy Scale 
Informal Social Control 
Q12A 
Q12B 
Q12C 
Q12E 
Q12F 
Social Cohesion and Trust 
Q11B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
Q11K [Reversed Coded] 
"Beyond Social Capital" (Sampson et al. 1999) 
Intergenerational Closure Scale 
Q11D 
Q H G 
Q H N 
Q11P 
Q H T 
Reciprocated Exchange Scale 
Q18 
Q19 
Q2 0 
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Q21 
Q22 
Informal Social Control Scale (Child Centered) 
Q12A 
Q12B 
Q12C 
Neighborhood Social Capital Scale 
Organizations/Services 
Q24B 
Q25B 
Q26B 
Q27B 
Q49 
Q51 
Q53 
Q54 
<255 
Q5 6A 
Q56B 
Q56C 
Q56D 
Q56E 
Q56F 
Kinship/Friendship Ties 
QUA 
Q17B 
Voluntary Organizations 
Q23 
Q24 
Q2 5 
Q2 6 
Q27 
Q2 8 
Neighborhood Activism 
Q13A 
Q13B 
Q13C 
Q13D 
Q13E 
Mutual Trust 
Q11M 
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"Neighborhood Structural Disadvantage, Collective Efficacy, 
And Self Rated Physical Health in an Urban Setting" 
(Browning and Cagney 2002) 
Collective Efficacy Scale (Health Related) 
Informal Social Control (Health-Related) 
Q11L 
Q11G 
Q12E 
Q11M 
Social Cohesion and Trust 
Q11B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
"Moving Beyond Poverty" (Browning and Cagney 2003) 
Collective Efficacy Scale (Health Related) 
Informal Social Control (Health-Related) 
Q11L 
Q11G 
Q12E 
Q11M 
Social Cohesion and Trust 
Q H B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
Social Support and Stability 
Neighborhood Friendship Networks 
Q17B 
Q17C 
Reciprocated Exchange 
Q18 
Q20 
Q21 
Q22 
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"Social Capital and Neighborhood Mortality Rates in 
Chicago" (Lochner et al. 2003) 
Social Capital Scale 
Perceptions of Reciprocity 
Q U E 
Perceptions of Trust 
Q11M 
Associational Membership 
Q23 
Q24 
Q25 
Q26 
Q27 
Q28 
"Neighborhood Mechanism and the Spatial Dynamics of Birth 
Weight" (Morenoff 2003) 
Reciprocated Exchange Scale 
Q18 
Q19 
Q2 0 
Q21 
Q22 
Participation in Local Voluntary Associations Scale 
Q2 3 
Q2 4 
<225 
Q2 6 
Q27 
Q28 
"Social Bonds and the Migration Intentions of Elderly Urban 
Residents" (Oh 2003) 
Neighborhood-level Social Bonding Scale 
Friendship 
Q17B 
Social Cohesion/Trust 
Q H B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
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Q11K [Reversed Coded] 
Informal Social Control 
Q12A 
Q12B 
Q12C 
Q12E 
Neighborhood Activities 
Q24 
Q25 
"Neighborhood Context and Racial Differences in Early-
Adolescent Sexual Activity" (Browning et al. 2004) 
Collective Efficacy Scale 
Social Cohesion and Trust Scale 
Q11B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
Q11K [Reversed Coded] 
Intergenerational Closure and Informal Social Control 
Q11D 
Q11G 
Q11N 
Q11P 
Q11T 
"The Paradox of Social Organizations (Browning et al. 2004) 
Collective Efficacy Scale 
Informal Social Control 
Q12A 
Q12B 
Q12C 
Q12E 
Q12F 
Social Cohesion and Trust Scale 
Q H B 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
Q11K [Reversed Coded] 
Social Network Interaction/Reciprocated Exchange Scale 
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Q18 
Q2 0 
Q21 
Q22 
"Racial Disparities in Self-Rated Health" (Cagney et al. 
2005) 
Collective Efficacy Scale (Health Related) 
Informal Social Control (Health-Related) 
Q11L 
Q11G 
Q12E 
Q11M 
Social Cohesion and Trust 
Q U E 
Q U E 
Q11F [Reversed Coded] 
APPENDIX C 
CORRELATION MATRIXES 
Psarser Correlation: Bourdieu Social-Capital Oimensio is and 
Vio 1 er>t Victlmisaticrs 
W ISC SCT IC RE CE 
viclent <'iotimization 
Info.:rn-il Social Control 
Social Cohesion and Trust 
Intervenerational Closure 
Reciprocated Exchange 
Civic Engaqeuienr. 
1
 <. i" . ** < C.Ol"; 
Pearson Correlation: Bourdieu Social-Capita.! Dimensions and 
Buvalary 
Btrglary ISC SCT IC RE CE 
B'J r.j.i.a ; y 
Informal Social Control 
Soiiaj Cohesion and Trust 
ir.i.eroenerational Closure 
Reciprocated Excbat-ge 
Civic Engagement 
*~<~C.05? **~< 0.01; **+ < 0,001; N = 34 3 
1.000 
-0.300*"* 1.000 -— 
-C.? 4 7 * * * 0.548*** 1.000 
-0.251*** 0.363*'-* 0.615*** 1.000 
-0.112* 0 0.337*** 0.1 SO*** 1,000 
-0.191'** 0.<:61**'» 0.53/.*** 0.406*'-* 0.239'*' 1.0OC 
0.0C1; U = 34: 
1 . 000 
-o.roa*** i.oco — 
-0.07 5 0.546"** 1.000 
-0.013 0.383***. 0.615*'* 
0.065 0.268*** 0.337*** 
-0.076 0 . 4 6 1 " 0 . 5 3 2 * * ' 
1.000 
0.190*** i.OGC 
0.406*** 0.239**i 1.000 
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Pearson Correlation: Bourdieu Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Larceny 
Larceny ISC SCT IC RE CE 
La rceny 1. . 000 
-
— 
- - - - - - - -
Informal Social Control 0. , 120* 1. .000 
- -
-
— — 
Social Cohesion and Trust 0. .128** 0. 548*** 1. , 000 
-
— 
— 
Intergenerational Closure -0. . 007 0. ,383*** 0. . 615*** 1 . 000 
— 
Reciprocated Exchange 0. .218*** 0. ,268*** 0. 337*** 0 .190*** 1.000 
Civic Engagement -0. 079 0. 461*** 0. 532*** 0 .406*** 0.239*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Bourdieu Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Property Damage 
PD ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Property Damage 1. . 000 
- - - -
-
— 
- — 
Informal Social Control 0. 181*** 1. . 000 
- -
- — 
-
-
Social Cohesion and Trust 0. . 008 0. .548*** 1. 000 
- - - -
Intergenerational Closure -0. .074 0. .383*** 0. 615*** 1 . , 000 
- -
Reciprocated Exchange 0. 171*** 0. .268*** 0. 337*** 0. ,190*** 1. .000 
Civic Engagement 0. 121* 0. 461*** 0. 532*** 0, . 406*** 0. 239*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Coleman Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Violent Victimization 
W ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Violent Victimization 1. . 000 
- — - — -— -— 
Informal Social Control -0. .374*** 1 . 000 
- — - - - -— 
Social Cohesion and Trust -0. .213*** 0. .666*** 1 .000 
- — - — 
Intergenerational Closure -0. .313*** 0, .696*** 0. .798*** 1 . 000 
-
— 
Reciprocated Exchange -0. ,169*** 0. .656*** 0. 728*** 0 .638*** 1 .000 
Civic Engagement -0. .016 0, .355*** 0, .448*** 0 .332*** 0 .486*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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Pearson Correlation: Coleman Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Burglary 
Burglary ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Burglary 1. . 000 
- - - — 
-
— 
-
Informal Social Control -0. 17 7 * * * 1. . 000 
- — 
-
- - -
— 
Social Cohesion and Trust -0. . 002 0. .666*** 1. . 000 
- — 
- — 
Intergenerational Closure -0. . 094* 0. .696*** 0. 798*** 1 .000 
- — 
Reciprocated Exchange -0. 030 0. 656*** 0. .728*** 0 .638*** 1 .000 
Civic Engagement 0. 186*** 0. 355** * 0. p 4 4 8* * * 0 .332*** 0 .486*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Coleman Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Larceny 
Larceny ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Larceny 1. .000 
- — - — - — — 
Informal Social Control 0, .091* 1 . 000 
— 
- - -
— 
Social Cohesion and Trust 0, .163*** 0 .666*** 1 . 000 
- - — 
Intergenerational Closure 0. .101* 0. . 696*** 0 .798*** 1. . 000 
— 
Reciprocated Exchange 0. .212*** 0. .656*** 0 .728*** 0. 638*** 1.000 
Civic Engagement 0. 391*** 0. .355*** 0 .448*** 0. 332*** 0.486*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Coleman Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Property Damage 
PD ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Property Damage 1 .000 
- - - — 
- — 
-
— 
Informal Social Control 0 .039 1. .000 
- — - — - — 
Social Cohesion and Trust 0 . 015 0. . 666*** 1 . 000 
- — - — 
Intergenerational Closure -0 . 016 0. 696*** 0 .798*** 1 . 000 
-
— 
Reciprocated Exchange -0 . 014 0. .656*** 0 7 2 8 * * * 0 .638*** 1 .000 
Civic Engagement o.: 255*** 0. 355*** 0 .448*** 0 .332*** 0 .486*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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Pearson Correlation: Putnam Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Violent Victimization 
W ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Violent Victimization 1, . 000 
- — 
- — -— — 
Informal Social Control -0. ,374*** 1, . 000 
- — - — 
— 
Social Cohesion and Trust -0. 228*** 0, .686*** 1 . 000 
- — — 
Intergenerational Closure -0. ,313*** 0, .696*** 0 .787*** 1 .000 
— 
Reciprocated Exchange -0. 165*** 0. .645*** 0 .698*** 0 . 634*** 1.000 
Civic Engagement -0. 100* 0. .325*** 0, .345*** 0 .244*** 0.397*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Putnam Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Burglary 
Burglary ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Burglary 1. . 000 
- - - - -— — 
Informal Social Control -0. 17 7 * * * 1. . 000 
- -
-
- - — 
Social Cohesion and Trust -0. . 015 0, ,686*** 1. .000 
-
— 
- - -
Intergenerational Closure -0. , 094* 0. 696*** 0. .787*** 1 . 000 
— 
Reciprocated Exchange -0. ,035 0. .645*** 0. 698*** 0 .634*** 1.000 
Civic Engagement 0. 020 0. ,325*** 0. .345*** 0 .244*** 0.397*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
Pearson Correlation: Putnam Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Larceny 
Larceny ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Larceny 1. . 000 
- - - - - — - -
- -
Informal Social Control 0. . 091* 1. .000 
- -
-
- -
- — 
Social Cohesion and Trust 0. .135** 0. .686*** 1. .000 
-
- - -
Intergenerational Closure 0, .101* 0. 696*** 0. ,787*** 1 . , 000 
- -
Reciprocated Exchange 0. .184*** 0. 645*** 0. 698*** 0. 634*** 1 , .000 
Civic Engagement 0. .142** 0. .325*** 0. , 345*** 0. 2 4 4 * * * 0. .397*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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Pearson Correlation: Putnam Social-Capital Dimensions and 
Property Damage 
PD ISC SCT IC RE CE 
Property Damage 1. . 000 
-
— - -
-
- - -
-
Informal Social Control 0. 039 1. . 000 
— 
- - — - -
Social Cohesion and Trust 0. 029 0. .686*** 1. 000 
- - -
- -
Intergenerational Closure -0. 016 0. 696*** 0. 787*** 1, . 000 
- -
Reciprocated Exchange 0. 009 0. .645*** 0. 698*** 0, .634*** 1. .000 
Civic Engagement 0. 0. 325*** 0. 345*** 0. . 2 4 4 * * * 0. ,397*** 1.000 
* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001; N = 343 
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